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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is in response to Applicant's amendment and request for 
reconsideration filed on July 7, 2006. All previously pending claim have been canceled. New 
claims 38-58 have been added. 



Response to Arguments 

In response to Applicant's request for reconsideration filed on July 7, 2006, the following 
factual arguments are noted: 

a. Applicant asserts that the cited art fails to teach or suggest a gateway to a wireless 
communication network performing all of functions and having all of the 
characteristics as claimed. 

In considering (a), Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's argument. Examiner 
agrees that all the features and characteristics are not disclosed in a single wireless gateway 
device however Examiner maintains the combination of each would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention as set forth in the rejection below. 
As previously indicated in the interview on March 23, 2006, claims that merely recite well 
known email features functioning on a wireless gateway device will not place this application in 
condition for allowance. This argument set forth by Applicant has not been persuasive and 
continues to not be persuasive. Applicant is encouraged to file an appeal to resolve this 
outstanding point of contention between Examiner and Applicant. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 38-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mousseau 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,438,585, hereinafter "Mousseau") and Gilhuly et al. (U.S. 
Patent Number 6,701,378; hereinafter Gilhuly) and Beyda et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
6,275,850; hereinafter Beyda) and Hamilton et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,981,023; 
hereinafter Hamilton). 

With regard to claims 38 and 47-49, Mousseau disclosed a method for processing data in a 
wireless communication network comprising: 

□ receiving at least one electronic message having at least one attachment associated 
therewith (Fig. 7, step 220; col. 16, lines 43-47); 

□ processing the at least one electronic message based on characteristics of the at least 
on electronic message including type of the at least one electronic message and based 
on characteristics of the at least one attachment including type of the least one 
attachment, wherein a determination is made whether to remove a respective 
attachment from the at least one electronic message (e.g. file type) (see inter alia col. 
8, lines 19-26; col. 15, lines 46-65); 
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□ if a determination is made to remove one or more attachments from an electronic 
message, providing the electronic message with one or more indicia tags for the one 
or more attachments being removed from the electronic message, the one or more 
indicia tags being derived from the characteristics of the one or more attachments 
including size and type characteristics (e.g. the forward message includes information 
about the attachment including "file name, size, and file type," see col. 15, lines 63- 
65; col. 22, lines 25-30). 

□ Forwarding the electronic message to the recipient with the one or more indicia tags 
and without the one or more attachments (e.g. sending the message "stripped" or 
"minus" the attachment, see inter alia Col 15, lines 53-67 and Col 16, lines 47-52); 

□ Receiving instruction from the recipient for processing an attachment that was 
removed from the electronic message and replaced with an indicia tag at a subsystem 
connected to the gateway (e.g. the user selects an attachment displayer to route the 
attachment to, see inter alia Col 16, line 47 - Col 17, line 30) the subsystem 
comprising a fax machine for faxing the attachment ("fax"); a database for storing the 
attachment (e.g. uploading the file to a internet secure storage) (see inter alia Col 6, 
lines 35-55); 

□ Process the attachment at the subsystem indicated by the user, wherein the gateway is 
configured to provide wireless communications services to interactive messaging 
client and provide Internet email services and user-selectable filtering (see inter alia, 
Col 8 ,lines 19-60); 



Application/Control Number: 09/943,836 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2153 

Mousseau disclosed the invention substantially as claimed however, Mousseau failed to 
specifically recite 1) receiving the electronic message at & gateway for the wireless 
communication network, 2) removing the attachment based on the size of the attachment, and 3) 
the subsystem comprising a text-to-speech device for speaking the contents of the attachment. 

With regard to point 1, Mousseau disclosed the invention substantially as claimed 
however, Mousseau failed to specifically recite receiving the electronic message at a, gateway for 
the wireless communication network. Mousseau disclosed the above claimed functionality 
occurs through a redirection program that runs on anyone of a server, desktop or mobile device 
however, Mousseau never stated running the redirection program at a wireless gateway. 
Nonetheless it was widely known at time of Applicant's invention to utilize Mousseau' s 
redirector program at a wireless gateway, as evidenced by Gilhuly. In an analogous e-mail 
redirection system Gilhuly disclosed a redirector program (abstract) similar to Mousseau' s 
redirector program. In Gulhuly's system the redirector program can be run at a wireless gateway 
(See inter alia Figure 6 and Col 13, lines 21-35). The gateway interfaces with at least one other 
communication network that uses different protocols (e.g. a hard link to the internet and a 
wireless connection that both utilize different protocols) (Gilhuly Col 4, lines 44-60). By placing 
the redirection program at the wireless gateway the system is able to specifically restrict which 
messages will be pushed or forwarded over the wireless portion of the network (Gilhuly Col 13, 
lines 62-67). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention modify Mousseau' s system to include a redirector program at a wireless gateway as 
disclosed by Gilhuly, in order to specifically restrict which messages will be pushed or 
forwarded over the wireless portion of the network (Gilhuly Col 13, lines 62-67). 
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With regard to point 2, Mousseau disclosed removing an attachment from an electronic 
message based on the type of attachment however, Mousseau failed to disclose removing the 
attachment based on the size of the attachment. Nonetheless it was widely known in the art at 
the time of Applicant's invention to remove an attachment from an electronic message based on 
the file size of the attachment, as evidenced by at least Beyda. An a similar email forwarding 
system, Beyda like Mousseau disclosed determining whether or not to forward message 
attachments within an electronic message based on characteristics of the attachments (Beyda Col 
4, lines 36-61). Beyda further disclosed that the attachment characteristics may include the 
attachment file size and/or the attachment file type (see inter alia, Beyda Col 4, lines 39-41). By 
selectively Including attachments in electronic messages based on the attachment file size, Beyda 
ensures that the download time of messages is not excessive and thus reduces the time that may 
be wasted by the user in downloading unwanted large file attachments (Beyda Col 1, lines 32- 
64). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to filter messages in Mousseau's system based on attachment file size in 
addition to attachment file type, as disclosed by Beyda, in order to ensure that the download time 
of messages is not excessive and thus reduces the time that may be wasted by the user in 
downloading unwanted large file attachments (Beyda Col 1, lines 32-64). 

With regard to point 3, Mousseau disclosed forwarding message attachments to various 
components including faxes, voicemail devices, and file servers (see inter alia Col 6, lines 35-55) 
however, Mousseau failed to disclose forwarding message attachments to a text-speech device 
for speaking the contents of the attachment. Nonetheless Mousseau specifically keep his system 
open ended so that users could forward their email attachments to any external device capable of 
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handling that particular type of attachment type (see inter alia Col 6, lines 35-55). Furthermore 
as evidenced by at least Hamilton Col 4, lines 36-38, text-to-speech devices for speaking the 
contents of email data were widely known at the time of Applicant's invention. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
modify Mousseau's system to allow users to forward file text attachments to a text-to-speech 
device in addition to faxes or file servers, so that users can listen to text attachments is they 
desire. Allowing users to listen to text attachments would be beneficial for numerous reasons 
such as allowing users who are visually impaired to ascertain the contents of a text attachment. 
Further other users may simply prefer to have an attachment read to them as opposed to reading 
it. 

With regard to claim 39, Mousseau disclosed the gateway selectively denies transmission 
of attachments of electronic messages based unilaterally on message characteristics (e.g. file 
type) (see inter alia Mousseau col. 8, lines 19-26; col. 15, lines 46-65). 

With regard to claim 40, Mousseau disclosed the message is forwarded in a push 
operation ("push" Col 2, lines 49-54). 

With regard to claim 41, Mousseau disclosed storing the one or more attachments after 
removing the one more attachments (col 6, lines 45-52, the attachment may be sent to a "store"); 
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With regard to claims 42-44, Mousseau disclosed the at least one electronic message is 
received and sent through the Internet or wireless network (see inter alia Figure 6 and Col 6, 
lines 11-27). 

With regard to claim 45, Mousseau disclosed the message is forwarded through a 
wireless data network to a wireless application (Col 6, line 56 - Col 7, line 6). 

With regard to claim 46, Mousseau disclosed the wireless application is selected from the 
group consisting of a pager, a PDA, wireless telephone (Col 6, lines 56-62) however Mousseau 
did not disclose the application is a digital camera or digital camera including a self-contained 
web-cam. Nonetheless Mousseau disclosed that any data communications device that can send 
and receive data may be utilized (Col 6, lines 56-62). Examiner takes official notice that both a 
digital camera and digital camera including a self-contained web-cam were widely known at the ■ 
time of Applicant's invention. Furthermore Examiner takes official notice that both were 
capable of sending and receiving data at the time of application invention. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to utilize a digital camera or digital camera including a self-contained web-cam in 
Mousseau' s system since they both can send and receive data as Mousseau requires. 

With regard to claim 50, Mousseau disclosed at least one mail router for receiving the 
electronic message from the Internet (required for received of data over the internet). 

With regard to claim 51, Examiner takes official notice that it was widely known in the 
art at the time of Applicant's invention to utilize routers structured to handle traffic selected from 
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the group consisting of inbound Internet traffic, outbound Internet traffic, and X-Sockets traffic 
in order to route-traffic. Thus it would have been obvious to utilize routers structured to handle 
traffic selected from the group consisting of inbound Internet traffic, outbound Internet traffic, 
and X-Sockets traffic in Mousseau's system in order to properly route electronic message traffic. 

With regard to claims 52-54, Beyda disclosed storing messages in at least one user 
database of the gateway and that the database is structured to verify users access to the gateway 
(Col 3, lines 62-67). 

With regard to claim 55, Examiner takes official notice that email signatures were widely 
known at the time of Applicant's invention and databases for storing emails that contain 
signatures were widely known at the time of Applicant's invention. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to use a database that permits signatures to be associated with electronic messages in 
Mousseau's system so that users can receive messages with signatures. 

With regard to claim 56, Mousseau disclosed at least one of the user databases is 
structured to receive instructions for filtering the electronic messages (Col 8, lines 47-56). 

With regard to claim 57, Mousseau disclosed at least one protocol handler for processing 
the electronic messages (Col 1 1, lines 16-21). 
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With regard to claim 58, Examiner takes official notice that it was widely known in the 
art at the time of Applicant's invention to utilize N Routers for receiving messages over a 
wireless network and transmitting messages to a recipient when the source is the Internet. Thus, 
it would have been obvious to use one N router machine for receiving the electronic messages in 
the gateway when the source is a wireless data network and transmitting the electronic messages 
to a recipient when the source is the Internet in Mousseau's system in order to facilitate the 
transfer of messages between users in the system. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean Reilly whose telephone number is 571-272-4228. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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